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The total cost of the CWSRF Project is $9,037,022.50. The CWSRF loan is anticipated to be
financed for a 20-year term at 1.875 percent interest. Debt service must be financed by a sewer
system user charge system (UCS) that is consistent with the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and EGLE guidelines.

Background

Study and Service Area

The City of Roseville is located in southeastern Macomb County and encompasses all of Sections
4,7,8,9,17,18, 19 and 20, the western half of Sections 16 and 21 and the western one-quarter
of Sections 3 and 10 in Township 1 North, Range 13 East (formerly known as Erin Township). The
municipal limits are generally described as Hayes Road from approximately 250 feet north of 10
Mile Road to 13 Mile Road and Kelly Road from 13 Mile Road to 14 Mile Road to the west, 13 Mile
Road from Hayes Road to Kelly Road and 14 Mile Road from Kelly Road to 0.25 miles east of Little
Mack Road to the north, a line parallel to Little Mack Road, 0.25 miles east from 14 Mile Road to
12 Mile Road and I-94 or Beaconsfield Road from 12 Mile Road to 10 Mile Road to the east and
12 Mile Road from 0.25 miles east of Little Mack Road to I-94 or Beaconsfield Road, 10 Mile Road
from I-94 or Beaconsfield Road to Macomb Street and a line parallel to 10 Mile Road
approximately 250 feet north of 10 Mile Road from Macomb Street to Hayes Road to the south.
Following is an excerpt from the Macomb County GIS showing the location of Roseville.
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What is now known as the City of Roseville was first seftled in the 1850's at the intersection of
Gratiot Avenue and Utica Road in what was then a part of Erin Township. The surrounding area
was mostly cleared of vegetation and consisted of farmland through the 1920's. In 1929, the
village of Roseville was established. In the early 1930’s, urban sprawl began to spread further
north from the City of Detroit starting a residential construction boom within the village of
Roseville and Erin Township. The population of the village of Roseville in 1930 was 6,800 people.

The present-day city was incorporated in 1958. The residential building boom confinued into the
1960’'s with the City reaching a peak population of more than 60,000 residents in 1970.
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The study area for this project plan includes two areas, the area served by the 13 Mile Road

Pump Station and the Area served by the Washington Street Pump Station. Following is a map

showing the service area of both pump stations.
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The residential population for Roseville is 47,710 people, based on 2020 Census data. Seasonal

fluctuations due to resorts or fourism are negligible. According to SEMCOG, the population
projections for the city in 2030, 2040 and 2050 are 47,806, 48,760 and 48,909 respectively.
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Existing Environment Evaluation

Cultural and Historic Resources

The projects discussed in this project plan are confined to previously constructed wastewater
infrastructure located in publicly owned property or public Right of Way which has already been
developed. Consequently, the proposed projects are not expected to impact cultural or historic
resources.

Air Quality

There are no known air quality issues in Roseville. Emissions from heavy equipment can be
expected during construction. Additionally, the proposed generator will produce emissions as a
result of fuel combustion to provide backup power generation. However, it is expected that
these emissions will have a negligible long-term impact on air quality in Roseville.

Wetlands
There are no wetland areas near the proposed project locations. Therefore, the proposed
projects will not impact wetlands.

Great lakes Shorelands, Coastal Zones, and Coastal Management Areas

Roseville is a landlocked community surrounded by neighboring communities along the entirety
of its border. Consequently, the proposed projects will not impact Great Lakes Shorelands,
Coastal Zones, and Coastal Management Areas.

Floodplains
There is no mapped floodplain near the influence of the proposed project locations.
Consequently, the proposed projects are not expected to impact floodplains.

Natural or Wild and Scenic Rivers
There are no Natural or Wild and Scenic Rivers within Roseville. Consequently, the proposed
projects will not impact Natural or Wild and Scenic Rivers.

Major Surface Waters
The are no maijor surface waters within Roseville. Consequently, the proposed projects will not
impact major surface waters.

Topography

According to the United States Geographical Survey (USGS) map as shown in Appendix B,
Roseville is relatively flat. Elevations range from approximately 625 ft at the western most portion
of the city to 600 ft along the eastern border of the city. The elevation of the eastern shoreline of
Lake St. Clairis approximately 571 ft. This indicates a difference in elevation in range of 29 feet
from the lowest point in the city to Lake St. Clair to 54 feet from the highest point. In general, the
average elevation throughout the city is 612 feet.

Geology
There are no geological structures or formations in the vicinity of the proposed projects.

Soil Types

Soil conditions throughout the city are classified generally as being silty sandy clay loam. Much
of the city has soil stratum that consists of varying depths of fine sand, medium stiff moist gray silty
clay, soft moist gray silt clay and bed rock. A map of the existing soils in Roseville is included in
Appendix C.
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Agricultural Resources
There is no agricultural land within Roseville. Consequently, the proposed projects are not
expected to impact agricultural resources.

Fauna and Flora

The projects discussed in this project plan are confined to previously constructed wastewater
infrastructure located in publicly owned property or public Right of Way which has already been
developed. Consequently, the proposed projects are not expected to impact any natural
habitats. However, the MSU Extensions will be contacted to ascertain whether any species of
fauna or flora listed or proposed to be listed in the MNFI as endangered or threatened, or the
critical habitat of such species, is found in the vicinity of the proposed projects.

Existing System

The City of Roseville maintains their own sanitary sewer system. The sewer system conveys
wastewater flows to the SEMSD drainage system. The northerly sanitary district of the City
conveys wastewater flows to the Beaconsfield Arm located along the west side of I-94 from
south of 13 Mile Road to north of Frazho Road and discharges into the Martin Drain at 1-94 north
of Frazho Road. A relief sewer exists parallel to the Beaconsfield Arm and discharges any
overflow to the Martin Drain via an outlet into the City of Saint Clair Shores at 1-94, south of Martin
Road. The southerly sanitary district of the City conveys wastewater flows to the Martin Drain
which outlets into the City of Saint Clair Shores at I-94 north of Frazho Road.

The northerly sanitary district consists of wastewater flows with storm water flows being directed
to separate storm sewers that are owned and operated by the MCPWO and discharged directly
into Lake Saint Clair. The southerly sanitary district consists of both separated sewers and
combined storm and sanitary sewers. Combined sewers exist within several developments
between |-696 and Frazho Road in Sections 19-21 of the City. Following is a map showing the
developments with combined sewer system:s.
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In the past, the majority of the City was operating with a combined sewer system. Over time,
many of these developments have been separated by installing a separate storm sewer.
However, footing, downspout and roof conductors have remained connected to the existing
sanitary sewer system due to the extraordinary cost to the City to have these separated. Itis
estimated that approximately 10,600 homes or 62 percent of total homes in the City include
footing drains and/or roof conductors that are actively connected to the sanitary sewer.

The pipe sizes of the City sewer system range from 8 inch to 48 inch in size. The type of pipe
found varies from reinforced concrete pipe (RCP), vitrified clay pipe (VCP), poly vinyl chloride
pipe (PVC), acrylonitrile-butadiene-styrene truss pipe (ABS), unbolted concrete sections (CSU)
and cured in place pipe (CIPP).

The City of Roseville operates the following pump stations in the northerly sanitary district:
¢ 13 Mile Road Pump Station — located at the inlet to the Northwest Relief Sewer on 13 Mile
Road between Mayflower Street and Edison Street.
¢ Washington Pump Station — located on Washington Street between Region Street and
Senator Street.
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The City of Roseville outlets to the Southeast Macomb Sanitary District (SEMSD) through the
Martin Drain Enclosure. The SEMSD serves the entire Cities of Roseville, Eastpointe and Saint Clair
Shores. The SEMSD consists of three districts. The Chapoton District covers the city of Eastpointe
and the southwestern portion of the City of Saint Clair Shores. The Martin District covers the city
of Roseville and the northwestern portion of the City of Saint Clair Shores and the Jefferson
District covers the remaining areas of the City of Saint Clair Shores. The following table provides
statistical information regarding the Martin District:

City of Roseville Martin District
Area (acres)
Separated Sewers 5,868 8,051
Combined Sewers 532 917
Total 6,400 8,968
Population
Separated Sewers 44,821 62,523
Combined Sewers 4,001 7,245
Total 48,129 69,768

SEMSD owns and operates the following facilities utilized by the City of Roseville:

e Martin Drain Enclosure — Enclosed drainage system that begins at 11 Mile Road and
Hayes Road and runs along 11 Mile Road to Maple Street with connections to the north
at Leroy Street, Perry Street, Belanger Street, Woodmont Street, Grandmont Street,
Academy Street, Barkman Street, Blum Street, Floral Street, Groveland Street, Bohn Street,
Edward Street and Maple Street and to the south at Woodmont Street and Blum Street.
The enclosure then crosses to the south side of 1-696 at Maple Street with a connection
on the south side of -696 at Park Street. The sewer then runs along the south side of 1-696
to Rosemont Street, then south along Rosemont Street to Glendale Street, then east
along Glendale Street to ElIm Street with connections at Rosemont Street and to the north
at Fernwood Street, Linwood Street, Barbara Street, Nieman Streetf, Oak Street and ElIm
Street. The sewer then runs along EIm Street south to Frazho Road with connections to
the east and west at Marquette Street. At Frazho Road, the Frazho lateral discharges
into the Martin Drain from the west. The Martin Drain then continues east along Frazho
Road to I-94 with connections to the north at all street crossings. The Beaconsfield Arm
discharges into the Martin Drain at 1-94 and continues east into the City of Saint Clair
Shores.

e Frazho Lateral — This sewer starts at Frazho Road and Hayes Road and runs east along
Frazho Road to Kelly Road where this sewer discharges info the Martin Drain enclosure
with connections at all street crossings with the exception of Hudson Street, Berkshire
Street and Pinehurst Street.

¢ Beaconsfield Arm = This sewer starts at Beaconsfield Road and Wallace Street and runs
along the west side of 1-94 to Frazho Road where the sewer discharges into the Martin
Drain enclosure with connections to the west at Glenn Street, Waldron Street, Bigelow
Street, Georgia Street, Eastland Street, Connecticut Street, 12 Mile Road, Rock Street,
Garfield Street, Meier Street, Hazelwood Street and the south side of 1-696 and to the east
at Washington Street and south of 12 Mile Road.

e Beaconsfield Relief Sewer — This sewer starts at Beaconsfield Road and Wallace Street
and runs parallel to the Beaconsfield Arm to Meier Street where the sewer then furns east
intfo the City of Saint Clair Shores. This sewer is utilized only as a relief sewer for the
Beaconsfield Arm and typically only has flow during wet weather events.
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o Jefferson Interceptor — This sewer runs along Jefferson Avenue in the City of Saint Clair
Shores and discharges into the DWSD system at Marter Road and the Grosse Pointe
Woods City Limit.

The Macomb County Public Works Office operates the following facilities within the SEMSD:

e Bon Heur Pump Station — Located at Harper and Frazho in the City of Saint Clair Shores
e Martin Drain Retention Treatment Basin — Located on Frazho, west of Jefferson Avenue in
the City of Saint Clair Shores.

The Martin Drain was constructed as an open ditch in the 1920’s as a combined sewer outletting
directly to Lake Saint Clair. In the 1940’s, dry weather flows were diverted through a regulator
info the newly constructed Jefferson Interceptor. Flow rates greater than the capacity of the
Jefferson Interceptor were diverted directly to Lake Saint Clair. In the late 1960's the MCOPW
constructed the Martin Retention Treatment Basin (RTB) to retain and freat combined sewer
overflows and divert to the Jefferson Interceptor after wet weather events. Wet weather events
exceeding the capacity of the Martin RTB are diverted to Lake Saint Clair through a combined
sewer overflow pump station constructed in 1993. The capacity of this pump station is 268,800

apm.

Need for the Project

The City of Roseville sewer system is a gravity system that discharges sanitary sewage and a
portion of storm water into the Southeast Macomb Sanitary District (SEMSD) drainage system
serving the Cities of Roseville, Eastpointe and Saint Clair Shores. The SEMSD discharges all waste
water to the Great Lakes Water Authority (GLWA) interceptor system and is treated by GLWA at
their wastewater treatment facility in Southwest Detroit. The City of Roseville sewer system is
mostly a separated system with storm water being diverted to separate sewers discharging
directly into nearby Lake Saint Clair. A small portion of the City between 1-696 and Frazho Road
is still utilizing a combined sewer system in which the storm water is fransported through the
sanitary system. The City is fully developed and entirely served by public sanitary sewer.

The City of Roseville owns and maintains over 140 miles of sanitary sewer ranging in size from 8
inches to 48 inches in diameter. The inifial construction of this system began in the 1920’s and the
vast maijority of the system remains original to this date. In the past seven (7) years, the City has
been able to clean and investigate their entire sanitary sewer system, mostly through the
assistance of grant funding. Prior to 2002, the City had not completed a comprehensive
cleaning and/or investigation of the sanitary sewer system. Since 2002, funds have only been
allocated to repair a small fraction of the structural deficiencies identified in the investigations.
Additionally, the City has not been able to complete rehabilitation to existing manholes.
Considering the current age of the system and the risks associated with not maintaining the
system, additional funding sources need to be obtained in order to complete a timely repair of
the sewer system deficiencies.

As the City's sewer system ages, the risk of deterioration, blockages and collapses become a
major concern. In the past five (5) years, the current water and sewer superintendent has
logged several complaints of sewage backups and basement flooding that were a result of the
condifion of the City’'s sewer lines. Additionally, as the City has performed TV inspections of their
sewer system over the past seven (7) years, only a small percentage of sewers identified as
deficient have been repaired that were in danger of collapse. An unexpected collapse of a
sewer line can result in a number of problems, a few of which include:
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Health exposures from bacteria and other hazardous microorganisms
Risk of electrocution

Destruction of valuables

Damage to structures and other personal property

Expensive and unbudgeted repair costs

On November 6, 2006, the City applied for and successfully obtained an S2 grant from the
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), in the amount of $1,000,000 to conduct
a sanitary sewer cleaning and television investigation program to evaluate the current
conditions of the sanitary sewer system and develop a plan to address any deficiencies
identified. The S2 grant funded program allowed the City to apply for a low interest Clean
Water Revolving Fund (SRF) loan to complete any rehabilitation programs deemed necessary by
the S2 investigation.

The City's sewer system is primarily a gravity system that ultimately discharge into to the GLWA
system where it is tfransported and treated by GLWA. Consequently, NPDES compliance,
discharge permits and the Discharge Data Form are not applicable to Roseville.

There are no court orders, federal or state enforcement orders, or administrative consent orders
involving Roseville.

Roseville is an established community where the entire city has been sewered in the past and as
such there are no known septic systems.

Based on population projection information provided by SEMCOG, the city is predicted to
negligibly increase in population over the next 20 years.

The goal of the CWSRF project plan is to maintain reliability and improve the efficiency of the
existing sewer system.

As Part of the CWSRF Project Plan, two projects have been proposed to improve the reliability of
the existing system.

1. 13 Mile Road Pump Station and Force Main Replacement
2. Washington Street Pump Stafion Replacement

1. 13 Mile Road Pump Station and Force Main serves the northwest region of the city. If a failure
occurs at this location, the entire tributary service area would be at risk of basement sewer
backups causing widespread property damage. 13 Mile Road Pump Station does not have
on-site backup power generation and only towable generation is available and cannot
power the station to full capacity. Additionally, power outages most often occur during
significant storm events when the performance of the pump station is most critical. With
increasing intensity and frequency of storm events as a result of climatic factors, installing a
backup power generator at the pump station is a priority for Roseville to improve the
reliability of such a critical wastewater facility. The 13 Mile Road Pump Station and Force
Main Replacement Project includes the installation of a new backup generator.

13 Mile Road Pump Station and Force Main was originally constructed in 1977. The station
has undergone maintenance and improvements, however, all elements of the stafion and
force main are beyond their useful life and maintenance efforts have become more
frequent. The 13 Mile Road Pump Station and Force Main Replacement project also includes
entire replacement and modernization of the pump station and force main which are at the
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end of their useful service life. It is of the utmost importance to that this critical sewer facility’s
reliability is maintained.

2. Washington Street Pump Station serves the northeast region of the city. If a failure occurs at
this location, the entire tributary service area would be at risk of basement sewer backups
causing widespread property damage.

The Washington Street Pump Station was originally constructed in 1966. The station has
undergone maintenance and improvements. However, all elements of the station are
beyond their useful life and maintenance efforts have become more frequent. The
Washington Street Pump Station Replacement project includes entire replacement and
modernization of the pump station which is at the end of its useful service life. It is of the
utmost importance to the Roseville that this critical sewer facility’s reliability is maintained.

Projected Future Needs

Due to the fact Roseville is both fully developed and is also predicted to experience negligible
population growth, residential wastewater is not expected to increase over a period of 20 years
and was not considered in this project plan.

Additionally, this project plan does not include construction of wastewater facilities that do not
already exist. The pump statfion replacements will incorporate improvements that address issues
at the existing stations but are not infended to increase system capacity.

Analysis of Alternatives

In accordance with the EGLE CWSRF Project Planning Document Preparation Guidance, various
alternatives were evaluated for the needed CWSRF projects identified in previous sections of this
report.

The alternatives considered for addressing the 13 Mile Road Pump Station and Force main
include:

1. Replacing only the pump statfion without replacing the force main
2. Converting the pump station to a lift station and replacing the force main with a new
reinforced concrete gravity sewer installed by open cut methods
3. Replacing the pump station and rehabilitating the existing force main by cured-in-place
pipe (CIPP) lining
4. Replacing the pump station and replacing the force main with a new High-Density
Polyethylene HDPE force main via horizontal directional drilling (HDD) methods
The first alternative, replacing only the pump station, would not address the concerns
surrounding the force main discussed in the Need for the Project section of the report. As a
result, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

The second alternative, lift station conversion and gravity sewer, was found to be cost
prohibitive. This option would result in some cost savings from the purchase of smaller pumps
coupled with their reduced energy consumption. However, the construction costs for the
installation of a new concrete sewer installed by open cut methods under 13 Mile Road
pavement are significant. For example, a significant amount of pavement would need fo be
replaced to facilitate this alternative. Additionally, in order to construct a viable gravity sewer
with appropriate slopes, the available outlet with an appropriate elevation is approximately
5,100 feet from the pump station location. The existing force main is approximately 3,800 feeft.

Page 10



Therefore, this additional 1,300 feet of sewer replacement further contributes to the construction
cost of this alternative. As a result, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

The third alternative, replacing the pump station and lining the force main, is both cost
prohibitive and carries risk associated with the construction operation. For example, the force
main cannot be in use during the lining operations. This requires that the sewage is pumped into
a bypass that must be constructed to maintain sanitary sewage flows. However, it was
estimated that the cost of constructing this bypass would exceed the cost of simply replacing
the force main itself. Additionally, it is possible the lining operation can negatively affect the
integrity of the existing force main which would result in further costs or potential failures that
could result in catastrophic basement sewer backups in the tributary service area. As a result,
this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

The fourth alternative, replacing the pump station and installing a new HDPE force main by HDD,
was determined to be the most cost-effective alternative for addressing the needs associated
with the 13 Mile Pump Station and force main. For example, the force main would be smaller
diameter than the gravity sewer option resulting in a less expensive material costs. The HDD
installation would result in construction cost savings by significantly reducing the amount of
required excavation, pavement removal, pavement replacement, and traffic control.
Additionally, the outlet of the new force main would be in the same location as the existing
force main so the length required of new force main installed would not be increased. Finally,
this option would require larger pumps for a slightly higher cost and more power consumption,
however these costs are negligible compared to the construction cost savings.

The alternatives considered for addressing the Washington Street Pump Station were to replace
the pump station or perform no action. Further discussion regarding the No Action alternative is
included in the next section of this project plan.

No Action

In addition to the alternatives discussed above, the No Action alternative was considered. The
No Action alternative represents the decision to do nothing to address the concerns relating to
the age and condition of the 13 Mile Road Pump Station and force main, or the Washington
Pump Station. Abandoning efforts to correct the structural deficiencies will provide inadequate
capacity and further deterioratfion of the system, most likely causing future failures. These failures
can cause losses of service for large portions of their tributary service areas resulting in large
capital expenditures that are not typically anticipated by the city, including but not limited to
broken sections of force main, sanitary sewage overflows (SSO), mechanical failures, and
basement sewer backups. The long-term impact of the No Action alternative is cost prohibitive
and not in the best interest of the city, it's residents, or the environment.

Optimum Performance of Existing System

The projects included in this project plan are infended to address structural and age-related
issues identified within the 13 Mile Pump Station and force main and the Washington Pump
Station. Consequently, optimizing performance of the system cannot resolve existing structural or
age-related issues. Therefore, the Optimum Performance of Existing System alternative was not
considered an applicable opftion.

Page 11



Regionalization

The issues identified within this project plan are limited to the local service areas within Roseville.
Consequently, the regionalization alternative is not considered viable or practical for the
deficiencies evaluated in this project plan.

Monetary Evaluation

The principal alternatives are the replacement of the 13 Mile Road Pump Station and force main
as well as the replacement of the Washington Pump Station. Preliminary construction cost
estimates have been prepared for these projects and are included in Appendix D.

Sunk Costs

Per the project planning document guidance, sunk costs were not included as part of the
monetary analysis as they are costs incurred regardless of what alternatives are selected. Sunk
costs include the cost to operate and maintain the existing sewer system and pump stations and
the associated lands, all outstanding debts and the cost incurred to prepare this project plan.

Present Worth

A present worth analysis, covering the 20-year planning period was conducted. The discount
rate used to calculate the present worth is 2% according to the Federal Office of Management
and Budge (OMB). The present worth analysis calculations are included in Appendix E. The
present worth was calculated using the following steps:

o Defermine the capital cost. The construction costs from the estimates are for current
value and are assumed to be present worth.

¢ Defermine the salvage value at 20 years for each alternative using straight-line
depreciation

e Given the future salvage value, the present worth of the salvage value can be
calculated as the salvage value at 20 years, multiplied by the single payment present
worth factor of 0.67297 to determine present worth from a future amount in 20 years.

e Interest during construction has been calculated as 2.0 percent multiplied by the
construction period in years and the fotal capital cost. The total is then multiplied by 0.5.
This is per the guidance document for construction periods less than four (4) years.

¢ The fotal present worth is calculated by deducting the present worth of the salvage
value atf 20 years and the present worth of revenue generated from the sum of the
present worth of the capital costs and the interest during construction.

¢ The equivalent annual cost is calculated by multiplying the total present worth by the
capital recovery factor of 0.06116, to determine the annual cost for 20 years based on
the total present worth.

Salvage Value

In accordance with the Project planning Document Preparation Guidance, the salvage value
at the end of the 20-year planning period was calculated using straight line depreciation with a
useful service life of 50 years.

Escalation

The proposed projects are not expected to result in the purchase of more land. Changes in costs
for power consumption are not expected to be significant to the monetary evaluation as a
result of the proposed pump station replacements. Consequently, escalation costs were not
considered in the monetary analysis.
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Interest During Construction

The construction period is expected to be less than four years. As a result, interest was
calculated as one half of the product of the construction period (in years), the total capital
expenditures (in dollars), and the real discount rate.

User Costs

Roseville is made up of 24,688 residential equivalency units (REU's). Based on the present worth
analysis, the equivalent annual cost of the CWSRF projects is $335,059.29. Therefore, the
estimated annual cost per REU is $13.57.

Project Delivery Method
The traditional Design-Bid-Build delivery method will be utilized for the CWSRF Projects. Therefore,
the project delivery method was not considered in the monetary evaluation.

Environmental Evaluation

All improvements proposed within this project plan will be made to existing wastewater
infrastructure. Additionally, the construction methods themselves are expected to have minimal
environmental impact. Soil erosion and sedimentation control measures are included in the
capital cost of the project and enforced during construction. Additionally, replacement of the
force main on 13 Mile Road will reduce the likelihood of a failure that could result in an SSO.

Selected Alternative

Design Parameters

There are no court orders, federal or state enforcement orders, administrative consent orders, or
local health department findings or directives related to the 13 Mile Road Pump Station and
force main or the Washington Street Pump Station. These facilities do not perform any activities
related to treatment, discharges, or residuals management. Additionally, the improvements will
not require increases in capacity, because the project does not involve any increases in service
area. The pump stafions capacity will be maintained in accordance with standards. The
proposed improvements include the

13 Mile Road Pump Statfion and Force Main

The pump station portion of this selected project consists of converting the existing wet well into
a manhole, removal of the existing pump station, installation of a new 14 foot diameter wet well
with three new submersible pumps, a new valve chamber, an auxiliary electrical building, all
electrical and site work as well as a backup generator. The pump station construction will be
confined to the existing site.

The force main portion of this selected project consists of installing a new 16 inch diameter HDPE
sanitary sewer force main approximately 3,800 feet in length by HDD methods beneath the 13
Mile Road pavement. The point of beginning would be the proposed valve chamber of the new
pump station. The point of ending would be the same location as the existing force main outlet
east of Utica Road on 13 Mile Road. This project would also involve abandoning the existing
force main.
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Washington Street Pump Station

The Washington Street Pump Station project consists of removal of the existing pump station and
wet well structures, installation of a new 8 foot diameter wet well with three new submersible
pumps, a new valve chamber, and all electrical and site work. The pump station construction
will be confined to the current location and the intent is to maintain its location within the
existing public right of way.

Useful Life

The 13 Mile Road Pump Station and force main was constructed in the 1970s. The Washington
Street Pump Station was originally constructed in the 1960s. The useful service life of the new
pump stations and force main is similarly expected to be approximately 50 years.

Project Maps

See Appendix F for maps identifying all work areas associated with the proposed CWSRF
Projects.

Water and Energy Efficiency

All improvements proposed within this project plan will be replacing previously constructed
wastewater infrastructure. Consequently, the water efficiency alternatives are not considered as
part of this project. The power consumpfion as a result of pumping can be expected to
decrease as aresult of newer equipment. Additionally, the replacement of the 13 Mile Road
force main will result in energy efficiency by reducing the energy loss due to friction.

The selected alternative will consume more power than the alternative involving the lift station
conversion and gravity sewer. However, the difference in power consumption between these
two alternatives is expected to be negligible in comparison to the amount of energy consumed
during the actual construction and the material manufacturing process in addition to the cost
considerations.

Schedule for Design and Construction

A preliminary schedule for design and construction of the selected alternatives is presented
below:

Publish public hearing notice 4/10/23
Conduct formal public meeting 4/25/23
Public comment period ends 4/25/23
City Council approves resolution to proceed with project plan 4/25/23
Project plan submittal to MDEQ 5/1/23
Submit engineering plans for required permits 1/1/24
Part | application due (financial documentation and assurances) 2/1/24
Part Il application due (submit approved UCS and project plans) 3/1/24
Publish advertisement for bids 3/1/24
Part lll application due (bid tabulation with tentative award) 4/1/24
Order of Approval issued 4/15/24
Loan close 5/1/24
Conduct preconstruction meeting and issue nofices to proceed 6/6/24
Start construction 7/1/24
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Mitigation of environmental impacts 7/1/24
Project completion 7/1/25

Cost Summary

The total cost of the CWSRF Project is estimated to be $9,037,022.50. The CWSRF loan is
anficipated to be financed for a 20-year term at 1.875 percent interest. Debt service must be
financed by a sewer system user charge system (UCS) that is consistent with the Environmentall
Protection Agency (EPA) and EGLE guidelines.

Implementability

The City of Roseville is a municipal unit organized under the State of Michigan Constitution and
statues and is legally able to own and operate public utilities. The city owns and operates its
public water system and sewer system. All improvements proposed as part of this project will be
completed within public utility easements or public rights-of-way.

The selected alternatives will not pose any issues related to the implementability of the project.
Roseville has the legal authority, managerial capability, and financial means to build, operate,
and maintain the system. Roseville passed a resolution to adopt this Project Plan at the April 25,
2023 City Council meeting.

Environmental and Public Health Impacts
Direct Impacts

Construction Impacts

The proposed work for the project is limited to public right-of-way where streets and City owned
property will be impacted depending on the location of the existing facilities and sewers.
Construction methods are selected to minimize disruptions. Standard traffic safety control
devices meeting MDOT construction standards such as barricades and lighted barrels will be in
place to warn and protect residents during construction activities.

Where sewer main replacement work is faking place within or near road right-of-ways, roads
may have to be partially or completely closed to vehicular and/or pedestrian traffic. In
addition, construction equipment and vehicles will have to be parked within the road right-of-
way for a specified period of fime.

Closures may result in the re-routing or postponement of garbage pick-up, mail delivery, parcel
delivery and other deliveries to residences and businesses. Access for emergency vehicles and
access for handicapped or disabled persons will also require attention.

Consideration must be taken to establish haul routes that minimize impact to residents and
businesses. Construction truck traffic will be confined to the construction project itself and
accessing the sites from major roads only. No truck traffic will be allowed to be on adjacent
residential streefs.

During the course of constfruction, the noise level will be increased as a result of construction
equipment and fruck traffic.
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Where open cut excavations will take place, special attention will be required when stockpiling
excavated materials in addifion to other material stockpiles and their locations to not interfere
with existing drainage patterns and fransfer particulates intfo the drainage system. Soil erosion
and sedimentation control measures such as, but not limited to silt sacks, filter fabrics and straw
bales will be installed at storm water facilities as part of the construction activities to prevent soil
erosion and sedimentation concerns.

The vegetation to be disturbed for this project are grass areas. Any disturbed area will be
restored. Tree removals may be necessary. Any miscellaneous free removal will be replaced with
a free of compatible species native to the area.

Any contamination encountered during construction will be remediated by the contractor.

Operational Impacts
The proposed projects will not result in any changes to the current system, operational or
otherwise.

Social Impacts

Minor increases in rates may be a social impact of the project if the city chooses to increase
rates to finance the loan debt. Additionally, traffic impacts discussed in the Construction
Impacts section of the report can be considered a social impact. Long-term impacts related to
relocation of business or residents due to these projects are not expected due to the nature of
the proposed projects.

Indirect Impacts

Due fo the fact that the service area is fully developed, the proposed projects are confined to
previously constructed wastewater infrastructure, and the service area is predicted to
experience population decline, there are no anticipated indirect impacts to the following
aspects:

e Changes in rate, density, or development type

* Changesinland use

e Changes in air or water quality

* Changes to the natural setting or sensitive features

¢ Impacts on cultural, human, social and economic resources
e Impacts on area aesthetics

* Resource consumption over the useful life of the project

Cumulative Impacts
Based on the elements discussed in the prior sections of this report, the cumulative impact of the

proposed projects will be minimal. During construction there will be typical impacts, but once
complete, there are no long-term environmental impacts as a result of these projects.
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Mitigation
Mitigation of Short-Term Construction Related Impacts

General Construction

Many mitigation techniques used to minimize short term construction impacts are standard

procedures included in construction contracts. For example, traffic control measures will be
included in the construction contract to safely maintain traffic during construction activities.

Allowable work hours are controlled by local ordinances in order to mitigate impacts related to
increased noise levels during construction.

Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Conftrol

Saoil Erosion and Sedimentation Conftrol (SESC) plans and permit requirements are included in the
construction confract as well. SESC measures include the use of inlet filters for catch basins within
the project influence area to prevent soils or other construction materials from entering the
combined sewer system. Silt fences may also be used to prevent runoff from carrying soils from
the construction site and potentially entering waterways.

Where feasible, trenchless technologies will be used to perform rehabilitation and limit required
excavation. However, where trenchless rehabilitation methods cannot accomplish the
necessary rehabilitation, open cut excavation will be required. For all excavated areas, it will be
necessary for the contractor to stockpile excavated and backfill materials. During open cut
operations, effort will be made to minimize the amount of open trench by backfilling as soon as
possible after work is complete. This practice will minimize the amount of material stockpiled on
the site, thereby minimizing the potential for sedimentation runoff and airborne particulate/dust
problems. All excess soils will be removed from the project site as the work progresses.

The contractor will be required to maintain a safe and clean work site. This includes performing
street sweeping as necessary during construction.

Existing Landscape
Any surface features impacted by the construction such as paved surfaces, lawns, or vegetation
will be repaired or replaced as part of the construction confract.

Existing Underground Ufilities

It is common to encounter existing utilities during excavation. Existing underground utilities that
may be encountered include, but are not limited to, electric, gas, communications, water
mains, and sewers. Every effort will be made to obtain information regarding underground
utilities from all utility owners for inclusion on the construction plans. The contractor will be
required to have all construction sites staked by MISS DIG for the location of all underground
uftilities. It will be the contractor’s responsibility to protect all underground utilities during
construction.

Culturally and Historically Significant Sites

Per the direction of the State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO), any culturally or historically
significant artifacts that are uncovered during excavation require all work fo be stopped and
the area where the artifact(s) were encountered will be immediately surveyed by SHPO or any
of the Tribal Historical Preservation Officers (THPO) who may have stated, by written
correspondence, that their tribe has had past influence in the City. If encountered, every effort
will be made to accommodate and not disturb any cultural or historically significant arfifacts. If
necessary, the project will be redesigned to maintain historically significant properties. The
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proposed excavation is in areas of previously constructed wastewater infrastructure where the
ground has been previously disturbed during original construction. Therefore, we anficipate that
culturally or historically significant artifacts will not be encountered.

Natural Water Features

Construction is not expected to occur near wetlands, floodplains, surface waters or natural
streams and rivers. Therefore, mitigation related to these features is not considered in this project
plan.

Mitigation of Long-Term Impacts

Siting Decisions

The only feature that will be constructed above the ground surface will be the generator and
related appurtenances on the 13 Mile Road city owned property and within the Washington
Street right of way. This equipment will be mostly set back from public view. There is currently
above ground equipment at both locations. Screening will be provided as necessary to
maintain aesthetics with the surrounding areas.

Operational Impacts

In an effort to mitigate the noise from the proposed generator at 13 Mile Road, a level 2 noise

attenuating enclosure will be specified. Additionally, aside from routine weekly test startups for
preventative maintenance purposes, the generator will only run in emergency situations. The

impact of all other maintenance operations will be less than or equal fo the impact of current
operational efforts.

Mitigation of Indirect Impacts

The proposed projects do not involve the expansion of the sewer system or implementation of a
wastewater freatment facility. The proposed work will not have an effect on the rate of
development, population density, zoning or land use. Therefore, no indirect impacts are
foreseen as a part of this project.

Staging of Construction
Due fo the separated location of the proposed projects, staging of the construction will not
provide any additional mitigation benefits.

Public Participation

Public Meeting

A public meeting was held at Roseville City Hall on Tuesday, April 25, 2023. The following items
were discussed.

1. A descriptfion of the water quality problems to be addressed by the project and the
principal alternatives that were considered.

2. A descriptfion of the recommended alternative, including its capital costs and a cost
breakdown by project components.

3. Adiscussion of project financing and costs to users, including the proposed method of
project financing and estimated monthly debft retirement; the proposed annual,
quarterly, or monthly charge to the typical residential customer; and any special fees
that will be assessed.
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4. A description of the anticipated social and environmental impacts associated with the
recommended alternative and the measures that will be taken to mitigate adverse
impacts.

Public Meeting Advertisement

In accordance with the Project Planning Document Preparation Guidance, the advertisement
was published on the city’s website on Monday, April 10, 2023. The public meeting
advertisement is included in Appendix G.

Public Meeting Summary
The following elements are included in Appendix G.

Summary of the meeting held and what was covered during the meeting.

List of attendees.

Concerns raised during the meeting and the responses.

Written comments received during the public notice period and the responses.
Changes made to the project because of public comment

Adoption of the Project Planning Document

The resolution to adopt this project plan passed at the April 25, 2023 city council meeting is
included in Appendix H.

Technical Considerations
The projects included in this project plan are intended to address previously identified structural
issues. Therefore, infilfration and inflow (1&l) removal was not considered as part of this analysis.

Similarly, a sewer system evaluation survey (SSES) was not conducted as part of this analysis.

The project does not involve any work related to treatment. Consequently, a Fiscal Sustainability
plan was not conducted as part of this analysis.

The proposed projects will not be Special Assessment District projects.
Structural Integrity
The extent of linear sewer work included in this project is the replacement of the 13 Mile Road

force main. Due to the nature of this being a force main, both I&l and Pipeline Assessment
Certification Program (PACP) inspection are not applicable to this particular sewer.
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4/6/23, 2:41 PM Community Profiles

SEMCOG |_Southeast Michigan Council of Governments

Community Profiles

YOU ARE VIEWING DATA FOR:

City of Roseville

29777 Civic Center Blvd SEMCOG Census 2020 Population:
Roseville, MI 48066- MEMBER 47,710
2179 Area: 9.9 square miles

http://www.roseville-

mi.gov

Population and Households

Link to American Community Survey (ACS) Profiles: Select a Year [ 2017-2021 v Social | Demographic
Population and Household Estimates for Southeast Michigan, 2022

Population Forecast

60,000 —

50,000 —

Population

40,000
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20,000 —

10,000 —

1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2045

. Decennial Census . SEMCOG 2045 Forecast

Note for City of Roseville : Incorporated as of the 1960 Census from Village of Roseville. Village of Roseville incorporated in 1925

from Erin Township. No population data available prior to 1925 as area was a part of Erin Township.
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Population and Households

Population and Households

Total Population
Group Quarters Population
Household Population
Housing Units
Households (Occupied Units)
Residential Vacancy Rate

Average Household Size

Census
2020

47,710
409
47,301
21,256
20,085
5.5%
2.36

Community Profiles

Census
2010

47,299
245
47,054
21,260
19,553
8.0%
2.4

Change Pct Change

2010-2020 2010-2020
411 0.9%

164 66.9%

247 0.5%

4 0.0%

532 2.7%

-2.5% -
-0.05 -

Source: U.S. Census Bureau and SEMCOG 2045 Regional Development Forecast

Components of Population Change

Components of Population Change

Natural Increase (Births - Deaths)
Births
Deaths

Net Migration (Movement In -
Movement Out)

Population Change (Natural
Increase + Net Migration)

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles

2005 Avg.

2000- 2006- 2011-2018
2010 Avg. Avg.

120 94 24
759 607 586
639 513 562
-342 -38 14
222 56 10

SEMCOG
Jul 2022

46,725
181
46,544
21,259
19,860
6.6%
2.34

SEMCOG
2045

46,995
312

46,683

19,873

2.35

Source: Michigan Department of Community

Health Vital Statistics, U.S. Census Bureau, and

SEMCOG
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Household Types

ACS SEMCOG
2020 2045

 Live Alone

Household Types Census 2010 ACS 2020 Change 2010-2020 Pct Change 2010-2020 SEMCOG 2045
With Seniors 65+ 4,820 6,292 1,472 30.5% 9,660
Without Seniors 14,733 14,307 -426 -2.9% 10,213
Live Alone, 65+ 2,267 3,400 1,133 50% 3,754
Live Alone, <65 3,925 3,954 29 0.7% 2,938
2+ Persons, With children 6,042 5,319 -723 -12% 4,745
2+ Persons, Without children 7,319 7,926 607 8.3% 8,436
Total Households 19,553 20,599 1,046 5.3% 19,873

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, and SEMCOG
2045 Regional Development Forecast
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Population Change by Age, 2010-2020

Community Profiles

rT
4,000

T T
3,000 2,000
M ACS 2020

T
1,000
M Census 2010

Under 5

Age

Group

Under

5-9

10-14
15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84

85+

Total

Median

Age

Census

2010

2,968

2,847
3,090
3,237
2,973
3,211
3,387
3,394
3,375
3,734
3,628
2,916
2,341
1,572
1,273
1,091
1,191

1,071

47,299

37.9

Change
2000-
2010

-172

-413
78
450
96
731
-620
-628
-555
446
945
881
614
129
-840
-730
121
357

-830

1.7

ACS
2020

2,611

2,392
2,970
2,547
2,998
4,146
3,002
2,521
2,761
3,336
3,233
3,693
3,200
2,149
2,279
1,278

802

1,242

47,160

40.9

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census, and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles

Change
2010-
2020

-357

-455
-120
-690
25
935
-385
-873
-614
-398
-395
7
859
577
1,006
187
-389
171

-139
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Forecasted Population Change 2015-2045

Age Group
Under 5

517

18-24
25-54
55-64
65-84

85+

Total

Source: SEMCOG 2045 Regional Development Forecast

2015
2,510

8,083
4,260
19,834
6,519
5,328

1,358

47,892

2020
2,600

6,937
4,174
18,718
6,443
7,252

1,401

47,525

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles

2025
2,693

6,374
3,718
18,285
6,159
8,602

1,473

47,304

2030
2,587

6,098
3,322
17,920
5,507
9,662

1,754

46,850

2035
2,492

6,117
2,986
17,730
5,132
10,094

2,146

46,697

Community Profiles

1

2040
2,381

6,091
3,078
17,593
4,959
10,195

2,627

46,924

T
5,000

T
10,000

T
5,000 0

B SEMCOG 2045 m SEMCOG 2015

2045
2,282

5,847
3,151
17,038
5,466
10,021

3,190

46,995

Change 2015 - 2045
-228

-2,236
-1,109
-2,796
-1,053

4,693

1,832

-897

Under 5

Pct Change 2015 - 2045
-9.1%

-27.7%
-26%
-14.1%
-16.2%
88.1%
134.9%

-1.9%
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Older Adults and Youth Populations

Older Adults and Youth Population Census 2010 ACS 2020 Change 2010-2020 Pct Change 2010-2020

Community Profiles

60 and over 8,539 10,950
65 and over 6,198 7,750
65 to 84 5,127 6,508
85 and Over 1,071 1,242
Under 18 10,878 9,563
5to 17 7,910 6,952
Under 5 2,968 2,611

2,411
1,552
1,381
171
-1,315
-958

-357

SEMCOG 2045

28.2% 15,730
25% 13,211
26.9% 10,021
16% 3,190
-12.1% 8,129
-12.1% 5,847
-12% 2,282

Note: Population by age changes over time because of the aging of people into older age groups, the movement of people, and

the occurrence of births and deaths.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, and SEMCOG

2045 Regional Development Forecast

Race and Hispanic Origin

Race and Hispanic

Origin 2010
Non-Hispanic 46,348
White 38,686
Black 5,551
Asian 755
Multi-Racial 1,126
Other 230
Hispanic 951
Total 47,299

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Decennial Census

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles

Census Percent of Population

2010
98%
81.8%
1.7%
1.6%
2.4%
0.5%
2%
100%

Census Percent of Population

2020
46,391
32,286

9,921
875
2,939
370
1,319
47,710

2020
97.2%
67.7%
20.8%

1.8%

6.2%

0.8%

2.8%

100%

Percentage Point Change
2010-2020

-0.8%
-14.1%
9.1%
0.2%
3.8%
0.3%
0.8%
0%
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Highest Level of Education

Highest Level of ACS ACS Percentage Point Chg
Education* 2010 2020 2010-2020
Did Not Graduate High

iCRotBracuale FIan  ye5%  11.8% 4T7%
School
High School Graduate 40% 36% -4%
Some College, No

9 26.2% 28.5% 2.4%
Degree
Associate Degree 6.8% 9.7% 2.8%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and
(] 0, 0, 0,

Bachelor’s Degree 7.5% 10.2% 2.7% " 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year
Graduate / Professional Estimat

raduate / Professiona 3% 3.8% 0.8% stimates
Degree

* Population age 25 and over

Economy & Jobs

Link to American Community Survey (ACS) Profiles: Select a Year 2017-2021 v Economic

Forecasted Jobs

25,000 =
20,000 —
15,000 —
10,000 —

5,000

Source: SEMCOG 2045 Regional Development Forecast

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles 7122
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Forecasted Jobs by Industry Sector

Forecasted Jobs By Industry Sector 2015 2020 2025
Natural Resources, Mining, & Construction 1,282 1,352 1,304
Manufacturing 3,324 2,917 2,801
Wholesale Trade 988 960 916
Retail Trade 4746 4,740 4,344
Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities 434 412 401
Information & Financial Activities 1,391 1,391 1,384
Professional and Technical Servi

c::::;;:Qa d Technical Services & 823 900 919
Administrative, Support, & Waste Services 1,963 1,915 1,952
Education Services 1,088 1,128 1,133
Healthcare Services 1,427 1,650 1,759
Leisure & Hospitality 3,273 3,312 3,393
Other Services 1,392 1,463 1,548
Public Administration 708 71 712

Total Employment Numbers 22,839 22,851 22,566

Source: SEMCOG 2045 Regional Development Forecast

Daytime Population

Community Profiles

Change Pct Change

2030 2035 2040 2045 2015-2045  2015-2045
1,291 1,300 1,271 1,272 -10 -0.8%
2,624 2517 2,493 2,419 -905 -27.2%
885 877 860 858 -130 -13.2%
3,969 4,014 3,867 3,694 -1,052 -22.2%
389 384 385 394 -40 -9.2%
1,317 1,321 1,315 1,314 =77 -5.5%
971 1,002 1,210 1,251 428 52%
2,004 2,033 2,068 2,128 165 8.4%
1,129 1,136 1,144 1,148 60 5.5%
1,869 2,105 2,370 2,501 1,074 75.3%
3,300 3,357 3,438 3,540 267 8.2%
1,546 1,559 1,612 1,633 241 17.3%
707 706 704 698 -10 -1.4%
22,001 22,311 22,737 22,850 1 0%

Daytime Population ACS 2016 5o
Jobs 18,056
Non-Working Residents 25,655
Age 15 and under 9,091
Not in labor force 14.175 Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey
U loved 5389 5-Year Estimates and 2012-2016 Census
nemploye ' Transportation Planning Products Program
Daytime Population 43,711 (CTPP). For additional information, visit SEMCOG's

Interactive Commuting Patterns Map

Note: The number of residents attending school outside Southeast Michigan is not available. Likewise, the number of students

commuting into Southeast Michigan to attend school is also not known.

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles
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Where Workers Commute From 2016

Rank
1

A wWwN

10

Where Workers Commute From *

Roseville

Detroit

Warren

Clinton Twp

St. Clair Shores
Sterling Heights
Shelby Twp
Chesterfield Twp
Eastpointe
Macomb Twp

Elsewhere

* Workers, age 16 and over employed in Roseville

Community Profiles

Workers

2,768
2,254
1,600
1,557
1,443
1,066
669
661
650
583

4,805

18,056

Percent

15.3%
12.5%
8.9%
8.6%
8%
5.9%
3.7%
3.7%
3.6%
3.2%
26.6%

100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau - 2012-2016 CTPP/ACS Commuting Data and Commuting Patterns in Southeast Michigan

Where Residents Work 2016

Rank
1

2

10

Where Residents Work *

Roseville
Warren

Detroit

Clinton Twp
Sterling Heights
Troy

St. Clair Shores
Fraser

Shelby Twp
Southfield

Elsewhere

* Workers, age 16 and over residing in Roseville

Workers

2,768
2,731
1,979
1,470
1,434
843
761
554
550
542

5,651

19,283

Percent

14.4%
14.2%
10.3%
7.6%
7.4%
4.4%
3.9%
2.9%
2.9%
2.8%
29.3%

100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau - 2012-2016 CTPP/ACS Commuting Data and Commuting Patterns in Southeast Michigan

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles
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Household Income

Income (in 2020 dollars) ACS 2010 ACS 2020 Change 2010-2020 Percent Change 2010-2020
Median Household Income $49,675 $49,426 $-249 -0.5%
Per Capita Income $25,423 $26,834 $1,411 5.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Annual Household Income

Annual Household Income ACS 2020
$200.000 or more $200,000 or more 229
$150,000 to $199,999

$150,000 to $199,999 548

$125,000 to $149,999

$100,000 to $124,999 $125,000 to $149,999 793

$7500010599.999 400 000 to $124,999 1,806

$60,000 to $74,999

$50000 0 550,000 $75:000 to $99,999 2,400

$45,000 to $49,999  $60,000 to $74,999 2,317
$40,000 to $44,999

$50,000 to $59,999 2,107
$35,000 to $39,999
$30,000 to $34,999 $45,000 to $49,999 707
$25,000t0 $29,999  $40,000 to $44,999 1,214
20,000 to $24,999
s o $35,000 to $39,999 1,091
$15,000 to $19,999
$10,000 to $14.999 $30,000 to $34,999 1,346
Less than $10,000  $25,000 to $29,999 1,323
2,000 1,500 1,000 500 0 $20,000 to $24,999 1,134
$15,000 to $19,999 1,348
$10,000 to $14,999 1,016
Less than $10,000 1,220
Total 20,599

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016-2020
American Community Survey 5-Year

Estimates
Poverty
Poverty ACS 2010 % of Total (2010) ACS 2020 % of Total (2020) % Point Chg 2010-2020
Persons in Poverty 6,169 13% 6,490 13.8% 0.9%
Households in Poverty 2,673 13.7% 2,857 13.9% 0.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Housing

Link to American Community Survey (ACS) Profiles: Select a Year [ 2017-2021 v Housing

Building Permits 2000 - 2023

Year Single Family Two Family Attach Condo Multi Family Total Units Total Demos Net Total
2000 73 0 64 39 176 14 162
2001 69 2 9 0 80 7 73
2002 46 0 18 40 104 14 90
2003 49 0 32 10 91 9 82
2004 35 0 6 0 41 13 28
2005 29 0 4 0 33 7 26
2006 17 0 0 0 17 8 9
2007 8 0 0 0 8 8 0
2008 6 0 0 0 10 -4
2009 3 0 0 0 3 4 -1
2010 2 0 0 0 2 11 -9
2011 0 0 0 0 0 23 -23
2012 2 0 0 0 2 4 -2
2013 0 0 0 0 0 4 -4
2014 2 0 0 0 2 6 -4
2015 1 0 0 40 41 14 27
2016 3 0 0 0 3 4 -1
2017 6 0 0 30 36 9 27
2018 1 0 0 0 1 8 -7
2019 5 0 0 0 5 5 0
2020 2 0 0 0 2 0 2
2021 1 0 0 0 1 1 0
2022 6 0 0 5 11 1 10
2023 0 0 0 0 0 1 -1
2000 to 2023 totals 366 2 133 164 665 185 480

Source: SEMCOG Development
Note: Permit data for most recent years may be incomplete and is updated monthly.

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles 11/22


http://www.semcog.org/Development.aspx

4/6/23, 2:41 PM
Housing Types

Housing Type ACS 2010
Single Unit 16,183
Multi-Unit 5,542
Mobile Homes or Other 212
Total 21,937

Units Demolished

Net (Total Permitted Units - Units Demolished

ACS 2020
16,004

5,380
220

21,604

)

Community Profiles

Change 2010-2020

-179
-162
8

-333

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SEMCOG

Development

Housing Tenure

Housing Tenure Census 2010 ACS 2020 Change 2010-2020
Owner occupied 13,741 12,934 -807
Renter occupied 5,812 7,665 1,853
Vacant 1,707 1,005 -702

Seasonal/migrant 34 19 -15

Other vacant units 1,673 986 -687
Total Housing Units 21,260 21,604 344

Census

2010

cant 8%

O Renter occu sied 27%

) Owner occupied 6

Acs
2020

facant 5%

(O Renter occuyied 35%

_ Owner occupied (

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles

New Units Permitted Since 2019

14
5
0

19

1
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https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/decade/2020/2020-census-results.html
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
http://www.semcog.org/Development.aspx
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/decade/2020/2020-census-results.html
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
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Community Profiles

Housing Value and Rent

Median housing value

Median gross rent

Housing Value

Housing Value (in 2020 dollars) ACS 2010 ACS 2020 Change 2010-2020 Percent Change 2010-2020
$137,359 $97,600 $-39,759 -28.9%
$948 $1,027 $79 8.4%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
Housing Value ACS 2020
$1,000000 rmore ¢4 500,000 or more 25
$500,000 to $999,999
$300,000 to $499.999 $500,000 to $999,999 47
$250,000 to $299,999 $300,000 to $499,999 56
$200,000 to $249,999 $250.000 to $299.999 73
$175,000 to $199,999

$150,000 to $174,999 $200,000 to $249,999 143
$125,000 to $149,999 $175,000 to $199,999 164
$100.00010 8124999 ¢.150,000 to $174,999 927

$80,000 to $99,999
$60,000 to §79.999 $125,000 to $149,999 1,838
$40,000 to $59,999  $100,000 to $124,999 2,923

30,000 to $39,999
830000108 $80,000 to $99,999 2,504

$20,000 to $29,999
$10,000 to $19,999 $60,000 to $79,999 2,087
Less than $10,000  $40,000 to $59,999 1,202
2,000 1,000 0 $30,000 to $39,999 370
$20,000 to $29,999 260
$10,000 to $19,999 166
Less than $10,000 149
Owner-Occupied Units 12,934

2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Source: U.S. Census Bureau,

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles
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https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
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Residence One Year Ago *

86.5%

3.7%

0.7% 0%
T T 1
S Dii Di Dij Al
ame Hoyge ifferen; House, s ifferen; County 1y . 'lffereﬂt State broaq
e Couny, IChigan

* This table represents persons, age 1 and over, living in City of Roseville from 2016-2020. The table does not represent person
who moved out of City of Roseville from 2016-2020.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Transportation

Miles of public road (including boundary roads): 173
Source: Michigan Geographic Framework
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https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
http://www.michigan.gov/som/0,4669,7-192-78943_78944---,00.html
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Pavement Condition (in Lane Miles)

Past Pavement Conditions Current Pavement Conditions

2007 2020 - 2021

Note: Poor pavements are generally in need of rehabilitation or full reconstruction to return to good condition. Fair pavements are in
need of capital preventive maintenance to avoid deteriorating to the poor classification. Good pavements generally receive only
routine maintenance, such as street sweeping and snow removal, until they deteriorate to the fair condition.

Source: SEMCOG

Bridge Status

Bridge Status 2008 2008 (%) 2009 2009 (%) 2010 2010 (%) Percent Point Chg 2008-2010
Open 21 100% 21 100% 29 100% 0%
Open with Restrictions 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0%
Closed* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0%
Total Bridges 21 100.0% 21 100.0% 29 100.0% 0.0%
Deficient Bridges 2 9.5% 6 28.6% 0 0% -9.5%

* Bridges may be closed because of new construction or failed condition.

Note: A bridge is considered deficient if it is structurally deficient (in poor shape and unable to carry the load for which it was
designed) or functionally obsolete (in good physical condition but unable to support current or future demands, for example, being
too narrow to accommodate truck traffic).

Source: Michigan Structure Inventory and Appraisal Database

Detailed Intersection & Road Data
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https://semcog.org/Pavement
https://semcog.org/Data-and-Maps/Crash-and-Road-Data
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* Resident workers age 16 and over

Transportation to Work

Transportation to Work

Drove alone

Carpooled or vanpooled
Public transportation
Walked

Biked

Other Means

Worked at home

Resident workers age 16 and
over

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

84%

9%

Community Profiles

Transportation to Work, 2020*

1% 2% 0% 1% 3%
T T T T 1 1
Cor, A, g Sk Oz, 7
Doo,e”o» N ’e,,sp e/*eo' v v San, éeda’booy
6%00/8 "a/,o e
ACS % of Total (ACS ACS % of Total (ACS
2010 2010) 2020 2020)
17,256 85.2% 18,403 84%
2,021 10% 2,040 9.3%
129 0.6% 263 1.2%
253 1.2% 372 1.7%
43 0.2% 87 0.4%
147 0.7% 181 0.8%
413 2% 561 2.6%
20,262 100.0% 21,907 100.0%

Mean Travel Time to Work

Mean Travel Time To Work

For residents age 16 and over who worked outside the home

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles

ACS 2010

24.5 minutes

ACS 2020

25.6 minutes

% Point Chg 2010-
2020

-1.2%
-0.7%
0.6%
0.5%
0.2%
0.1%
0.6%

0.0%

Change 2010-2020

1 minutes
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https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
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Crashes, 2017-2021

2,000
1,500 —
1,000 —

500 —

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Source: Michigan Department of State Police with the Criminal Justice Information Center and SEMCOG
Note: Crash data shown is for the entire city.

Crash Severity

Crash Severity 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Percent of Crashes 2017 - 2021
Fatal 5 5 1 2 7 0.2%
Serious Injury 14 18 17 12 22 0.9%
Other Injury 412 414 367 297 353 19.8%
Property Damage Only 1,580 1,587 1,482 1,271 1,438 79.1%
Total Crashes 2,011 2,024 1,867 1,582 1,820 100%

Crashes by Type

Crashes by Type 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Percent of Crashes 2017 - 2021
Head-on 20 25 20 18 22 1.1%
Angle or Head-on/Left-turn 429 475 405 318 414 21.9%
Rear-End 783 761 692 544 596 36.3%
Sideswipe 391 407 407 347 431 21.3%
Single Vehicle 251 216 202 217 227 12%
Backing 53 8 75 74 85 4%
Other or Unknown 84 58 66 64 45 3.4%
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http://www.michigan.gov/msp/0,4643,7-123-1593_24055-28578--,00.html
https://semcog.org/Plans-for-the-Region/Transportation/Safety
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashSeverity/1
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashSeverity/2
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashSeverity/3,4
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashSeverity/5
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashType/2
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashType/3,4
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashType/5,6,7
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashType/8,9
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashType/1
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashType/10
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashType/97,98

4/6/23, 2:41 PM Community Profiles

Crashes by Involvement

Crashes by Involvement 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Percent of Crashes 2017 - 2021
Red-light Running 74 81 54 72 73 3.8%
Lane Departure 252 295 284 296 269 15%
Alcohol 61 56 45 42 50 2.7%
coho

D 24 24 13 12 15 0.9%
vrugs

Deer 1 1 0 2 1 0.1%
Train 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Commercial Truck/Bus 93 92 9 67 105 4.9%
School Bus 12 11 7 4 5 0.4%
Emergency Vehicle 9 8 10 5 9 0.4%
Motorcycle 177 18 20 19 18 1%
Intersection 613 671 622 472 491 30.8%
Work Zone 39 17 29 40 181 3.3%
Pedestrian 18 25 18 9 12 0.9%
Bicyclist 26 18 17 14 14 1%
Distracted Driver 124 112 73 68 95 5.1%
Older Driver (65 and older) 341 370 336 272 324 17.7%
Young Driver (16 to 24) 676 611 557 469 552 30.8%
Secondary 24 19 15 16 12 0.9%
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https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Redlight
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/LaneDeparture
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Alcohol
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Drugs
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Deer
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Train
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/CommercialTruck
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/SchoolBus
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/EmergencyVehicle
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Motorcycle
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Intersection
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/WorkZone
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Pedestrian
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Bicyclist
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/DistractedDriver
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/OlderDriver
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/YoungerDriver
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/crashsearch/SEMMCD/3105/Years/2017,2018,2019,2020,2021/CrashInvolvement/Secondary

4/6/23, 2:41 PM Community Profiles
High Frequency Intersection Crash Rankings

;‘;ﬁi’ C°R:‘a“|:{ R?;‘r"'; Intersection Jurisdiction A3l Avg 22001; |
1 20 62 12 Mile Rd @_Groesbeck Hwy State/County 35.4
2 51 165 13 Mile Rd @_Little Mack Ave City 26.6
3 60 203 Utica Rd @_13 Mile Rd County 25
4 65 213 Groesbeck Hwy @_13 Mile Rd State/County 24.4
5 69 224 Gratiot Ave @_11 Mile Rd E State 24
6 74 262 Gratiot Ave @_11 Mile Rd E State 22.8
7 93 354 Gratiot Ave @_Masonic Blvd  State/City 20.4
8 94 358 Gratiot Ave @_Little Mack Ave  State/City 20.2
. 105 423 12 Mile/E 1 94 Ramp @_E 1 94/12 Mile State/County .
Ramp
10 119 488 12 Mile Rd @_Utica Rd County 17.4

Note: Intersections are ranked by the number of reported crashes, which does not take into account traffic volume. Crashes
reported occurred within 150 feet of the intersection.
Source: Michigan Department of State Police with the Criminal Justice Information Center and SEMCOG
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https://semcog.org/Data-and-Maps/High-Frequency-Crash-Locations
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50028785
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50026914
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50027066
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50027079
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50030387
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50030491
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50026191
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50025543
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50028574
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadIntersectionCrashDetail/Point_Id/50028667
http://www.michigan.gov/msp/0,4643,7-123-1593_24055-28578--,00.html
https://semcog.org/Plans-for-the-Region/Transportation/Safety#70256-high-crash-locations
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Community Profiles

High Frequency Road Segment Crash Rankings

Local County
Rank Rank
1 27
2 37
3 40
4 57
5 82
6 85
7 93
8 116
9 122
10 133

Note: Segments are ranked by the number of reported crashes, which does not take into account traffic volume.

Environment

https://semcog.org/Community-Profiles

Region
Rank

60
85
91

145

223

233

266

346

355

395

Segment

12 Mile Rd
E194

Gratiot Ave
Gratiot Ave

Groesbeck
Hwy

Gratiot Ave

10 Mile Rd

Gratiot Ave

Gratiot Ave
Gratiot Ave

From Road - To Road Jurisdiction

Gratiot Ave - 12 Mile/W | 94 Ramp County
Masonic Blvd - 14 Mile Rd E State
Masonic Blvd - 14 Mile Rd E State

Frazho Rd - 11 Mile Rd E State
Martin Rd - 12 Mile Rd State
Masonic Blvd - Little Mack Ave State
Gratiot Ave - Kelly Rd County
E | 94/Gratiot Connector - Masonic
Bivd State
11 Mile Rd E - Martin Rd State
11 Mile Rd E - Martin Rd State

Annual Avg 2017-
2021

56.6
52.2
51.8

44.2

39.6

39

37

33

32.8

31.6
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https://semcog.org/High-Frequency-Crash-Locations/Type/Segment
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/4045
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/3356
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/17427
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/4164
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/3892
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/4177
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/3924
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/4176
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/4168
https://semcog.org/Crash-and-Road-Data/view/RoadSegmentCrashDetail/Falink_Id/17420

4/6/23, 2:41 PM Community Profiles
2020 Land Use

Parcel Land Use Acres 2015 Acres 2020 Change 2015-2020 Pct Change 2015-2020
Single-Family Residential 2,714.2 2,715.5 1.3 0%
Attached Condo Housing 107.7 109.5 1.7 1.6%
Multi-Family Housing 212.7 214.5 1.8 0.8%
Mobile Home 9.8 9.8 0 0%
Agricultural/Rural Residential 0 0 0 0%
Mixed Use 7.2 7.1 -0.1 -1.3%
Retail 399.5 398.3 -1.1 -0.3%
Office 82 85.2 3.2 3.9%
Hospitality 96.4 98.5 2.1 2.2%
Medical 33 321 -0.9 -2.8%
Institutional 318.9 299.1 -19.8 -6.2%
Industrial 499.3 518.8 19.5 3.9%
Recreational/Open Space 102.3 102.2 -0.1 -0.1%
Cemetery 14 14 0 0%
Golf Course 0 0 0 0%
Parking 23.8 23.8 0 0%
Extractive 41.9 41.9 0 0%
TCU 49.6 49.6 0 0%
Vacant 177.1 171.6 -5.5 -3.1%
Water 124 12.4 0 0%
Not Parceled 1,386.4 1,384.4 -2 -0.1%
Total 6,288.3 6,288.3 0 0%

1. Agricultural / Rural Res includes any residential parcel containing 1 or more homes where the parcel is 3 acres or larger.

2. Mixed Use includes those parcels containing buildings with Hospitality, Retail, or Office square footage and housing units.

3. Not Parceled includes all areas within a community that are not covered by a parcel legal description.

4. Parcels that do not have a structure assigned to the parcel are considered vacant unless otherwise indicated, even if the
parcel is part of a larger development such as a factory, school, or other developed series of lots.
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4/6/23, 2:41 PM Community Profiles
2020 Land Cover Source Data

60 53% SEMCOG - Detailed Data

1% 0%

T T
Impervious Trees Open Space Bare Water

Type Description Acres Percent

Impervious buildings, roads, driveways, parking lots 3,323.2  52.7%
Trees woody vegetation, trees 679.9 10.8%

Open Space agricultural fields, grasslands, turfgrass  2,211.9 35%

Bare soil, aggregate piles, unplanted fields 75.7 1.2%
Water rivers, lakes, drains, ponds 20.8 0.3%
Total Acres 6,311.5

SEMCOG 2022 Tree Canopy

Type Acres Percent Tree canopy is the layer of tree leaves, needles,
t h ide t f

Tree Canopy 1,025.2 16.3% branches, and stems that provide tree coverage o
the ground, viewed from an aerial perspective.
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